A language is an abstract ensemble of idiolects -as well as sociolects, dialects etc. -rather than an entity per se. It is more like a species than an organism. Still, the genetic classification of Israeli Hebrew as a consistent entity has preoccupied linguists since the language emerged about 100 years ago. As a consequence, Israeli Hebrew affords insights into the politics and evolution not only of language, but also of linguistics. I maintain that the language spoken in Israel today is a semi-engineered Semito-European hybrid language. Whatever we choose to call it, we should acknowledge, and celebrate, its complexity.
laboratory in which to examine a wider set of theoretical problems concerning language genesis and evolution, social issues such as language and politics, and also practical matters such as whether or not it is possible to revive a no-longer spoken language.
A language is an abstract ensemble of idiolects -as well as sociolects, dialects etc. -rather than an entity per se. It is more like a species than an organism. 'Linguistic change is inadvertent, a consequence of "imperfect replication" in the interactions of individual speakers as they adapt their communicative strategies to one another or to new needs' (Mufwene 2001: 11) . Still, linguists attempt to generalize about communal languages, and, in fact, the genetic classification of Israeli Hebrew has preoccupied scholars since the beginning of the twentieth century. The still regnant (not to mention politically pregnant) traditional view suggests that it is Semitic: (Biblical/Mishnaic) Hebrew revived (e.g. Rabin 1974 ). Educators, scholars and politicians have propagated this view.
There are four existing studies which my research seeks to complement: Harshav (1993) , Horvath and Wexler (1997) , Kuzar (2001) , and Wexler (1990) . Whereas Harshav's and Kuzar's books are invaluable for cultural studies, they do not provide a linguistic theory about the genesis of Israel's main language. The study proposed here could be considered a response to Kuzar' s as yet unanswered plea that '[i]n order to understand how Israeli Hebrew emerged, a fresh perspective is needed, free of revivalist preconceptions ' (2001: 120) . Horvath and Wexler do propose a linguistic programme which reacts against revivalism. Considering Israeli Hebrew as Indo-European, they argue that it is Yiddish 'relexified', i.e. Yiddish with Hebrew vocabulary. However, my own hypothesis, which is neither anti-revivalist nor mono-parental, rejects relexification and suggests a new theory of Israeli Hebrew genesis: hybridization.
My bi-parental perspective allows a novel approach to analyzing the grammar of Israeli Hebrew. It challenges the four existing 'Modern Hebrew' grammars published in English: Berman and Bolozky (1978) , Glinert (1989) , Schwarzwald (2001) and Coffin and Bolozky (2005) .
A NEW APPROACH TO THE GENESIS OF ISRAELI HEBREW
My research attempts to develop an innovative approach to the study of language genesis and contact linguistics. It starts from the hypothesis that Israeli Hebrew is a hybrid language, both Semitic and Indo-European. I argue that both Hebrew and Yiddish act as its primary contributors, accompanied by an array of secondary contributors: Arabic, Russian, Polish, German, JudaeoSpanish ('Ladino'), English etc. The following figure summarizes my theory: (2003), Heine and Kuteva (2005) , Winford (2003 ), Mühlhäusler (1986 , Myers-Scotton (1993 , Aikhenvald (2002) , Aikhenvald and Dixon (2001), Weinreich (1953) , Appel and Muysken (1987) and Muysken (2000) .
ISRAELI HEBREW
I argue that genetic affiliation -at least in the case of (semi-) engineered (semi-because the impact of the revivalists' mother tongues was often subconscious), 'non-genetic' languages (cf. Israeli, and explains why the sum of the figures above can -and usually does -amount to more than 100%. Such a conclusion adds new aspects to the important assertion that '[i]t may not be possible to show conclusively for any particular innovation that it results from genetic inheritance rather than [that] it is motivated by contact with another language' (Dench 2001: 113-14) .
My project may contribute to the 'mixed language debate ' (Matras and Bakker 2003) . What is a 'mixed language'? One might argue that every language is mixed to some extent (cf. Schuchardt 1884 and Hjelmslev 1938) . For example, English was influenced by non-Germanic languages such as French. However, the term 'mixed (intertwined, split) language' in linguistics specifically means a 'non-genetic language' -such as Michif, Ma'a and Mednij Aleut -which is not a creole or a pidgin, and which often arises in bilingual settings as markers of ethnic separateness. In other words, as a result of a conscious effort by a community, it is a natural language (a mother tongue) whichas opposed to 'normal languages' -does not descend from a single ancestor but which has instead been assembled by combining large chunks of material from two or more existing languages.
In a mixed language par excellence, large and monolithic blocks of material are imported wholesale from each of the ancestral languages. Thus, whilst the verbal system of Michif is entirely
Cree, its nominal system is entirely French (see Bakker 1997) .
Sui generis Israeli is markedly different: the impact of Yiddish and Standard Average
European is apparent in all the components of the language but usually in patterns rather than in Klepsch 1996) . However, whereas in the case of Lachoudisch only the lexicon came from a dormant language, 'sleeping beauty'
Hebrew provided Israeli with morphological forms as well as lexical items.
Israeli Hebrew makes available for scrutiny the politics not only of language, but also of linguistics. It is not just Israeli Hebrew that is regarded as låshōn+qodεsh. The process of its emergence is also endowed with a sanctity that has so far forbidden any historicization. While existing grammars describe Israeli Hebrew as Hebrew, I hope to produce a new grammar of the language of Israelis. Although revivalists have engaged in a campaign for linguistic purity, the language they created often mirrors the very cultural differences they sought to erase. The study of
Israeli Hebrew as such, rather than as 'Modern Hebrew', offers unique insights into the dynamics between language and culture in general and in particular into the role of language as a source of collective self-perception.
One of the practical implications could be that universities, as well as primary and secondary schools, should employ a clear-cut distinction between Israeli Hebrew and Hebrew. Studying
Yiddish should be an available option, if not a requirement, for students of Israeli linguistics. As it stands, languages such as Aramaic and Akkadian are obligatory, whereas Yiddish, whose impact on Israeli Hebrew was far more significant, is overlooked. When Israeli teachers tell their students that they 'speak the language of Isaiah', they should have in mind Isaiah Leibowitz, the twentiethcentury Israeli polymath and visionary, rather than the Biblical Isaiah.
Some of the conclusions of my research, which inter alia compares revival attempts in Welsh,
Breton, Cornish and Māori, are useful to linguists (e.g. Amery 1994 Amery , 1995 Amery , 2000 Clyne 2001; Fishman 1991 Fishman , 2001 Thieberger 1988 ) and community leaders seeking to apply the lessons of Israeli Hebrew to the revival of no-longer spoken languages. 'Revitalized Māori' (cf. Reedy 2000, Benton and Benton 2001) , for example, is losing typical Polynesian cross-referencing, which makes older people complain they cannot understand the young. My basic argument is that when one revives a language, even at best one should expect to end up with a hybrid.
My research involves an intensive collection and systematic analysis of data about Israeli
Hebrew today, as well as in its critical phase of emergence (i.e. the fin de siècle) and throughout the twentieth century. I examine the radical impact of Yiddish, other European languages and Standard
Average European on the one hand, and Hebrew, Arabic and other Semitic languages on the other, across a spectrum of linguistic domains: phonetics and phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics and lexis. The term 'Standard Average European' was first introduced by Whorf (1941: 25) and recently received more attention from Haspelmath (1998 Haspelmath ( , 2001 ).
Zuckermann ( My methodology of typological analysis encompasses all linguistic components including syntax and morphology. It follows the accepted principles of empirical, inductive typological comparison, which involve establishing grammatical categories and construction types for a language on language-internal criteria, and then recognizing correspondences with other languages on the basis of semantic and functional properties. The analysis is cast within the well-established functionalist framework, which is the foundation for major typological studies -cf. Dixon (1997) and Aikhenvald (2002) .
I examine all grammatical features, e.g. word classes, derivation between word classes, relationship between word classes and functional slot, marking of basic syntactic relations, copula clauses, peripheral constituents of a clause, noun phrase structure, possession, gender, shifters (e.g.
pronouns and deictics), definiteness, number system, structure of predicate, non-spatial setting (tense, aspect), negation, commands, questions, derivations affecting core arguments, reflexives and reciprocals, comparative constructions, complementation, relative clauses, other types of subordinate clauses, coordination, pivots and switch-reference marking, discourse characteristics and structure.
Special attention is given to consonant and vowel inventory, syllable structure, lack of spirantization, stress, intonation; uprooting the Semitic root, tense system, inchoativity, imitating the gender of European words, possessive analyticization and weakening of the construct-state, decliticization-in-progress of the special proclitics be-'in', le-'to', mi-/me-'from', ve-'and', numeral 'disagreement', suffixes (e.g. éser shékel rather than asará shkalím 'ten shekels'), auxiliary verbs, intransitivization; constituent order, habere structure, verb-subject disagreement, tautological infinitives and increased use of copula.
Some people believe that language consists only of 'nouns and sounds' (see Wertheim 2003 for an account of such perceptions in the Tatar language). Forms -rather than patterns -are more visible and thus more accessible to the unsophisticated language analyst. My research demonstrates, for example, that the (often invisible) productivity, semantics and mindset of the allegedly completely Hebrew verb-pattern system of Israeli Hebrew actually reflect European languages.
But my work is not restricted to typology; it also aims to re-write comprehensively the history of the genesis of Israel's main language. For various reasons, there has never been any serious research analysing unedited diaries, personal letters and session protocols of first kibbutzim and moshavim (different types of communities). Such research could give us a crucial, albeit indirect (recordings would have been much better) testimony about the 'revivalists'' language, the input on which the first native Israeli Hebrew speakers based their new language.
THE 'HEBREW MYTHOLOGY'
Through an objective, empirical study of the grammar of Israeli Hebrew, one can establish whether it is a hybrid language, both Semitic and Indo-European. My grammatical conclusions challenge the main linguistic assumptions that traditionalists (and in some cases revisionists) take for granted. A brief outline of five of these assumptions follows:
(1) The Stammbaum Model vs my Congruence Principle Approach
The Stammbaum (family tree) Model insists that every language has only one parent. The reality of linguistic genesis, however, is far more complex than a simple family tree system allows. It might well be the case that 'each language has a single parent' 'in the normal course of linguistic evolution' (Dixon 1997: 11-13) but not in the case of a new hybrid language resulting from 'semiengineering'. Thus, the comparative historical methodology, which I often rely on -as well as, The following is how Zelinsky (1973: 13-14) describes the influence of first settlements, from the point of view of cultural geography:
Whenever an empty territory undergoes settlement, or an earlier population is dislodged by invaders, the specific characteristics of the first group able to effect a viable self-perpetuating society are of crucial significance to the later social and cultural geography of the area, no matter how tiny the initial band of settlers may have been […] in terms of lasting impact, the activities of a few hundred, or even a few score, initial colonizers can mean much more for the cultural geography of a place than the contributions of tens of thousands of new immigrants generations later. Harrison et al. (1988) Largely due to the 'Chomskian revolution', it is hard to find a linguist who would deny that there is a difference between the acquisition of a mother tongue and of a second language. The brain is congenitally equipped with a linguistic module responsible for the acquisition of our first language(s). No matter how intelligent we are, we all acquire our mother tongue perfectly, given oral stimuli. This nativist principle supports the idea that native speakers do not make mistakes.
And yet, laymen and even some linguists continue to ignore the differences between first and second, as well as between spoken and literary languages. Blau (1981) say l-a-bet séfer 'to the school' (lit. 'to the house book'), rather than the puristic le-vét ha-séfer.
Thus, Israeli Hebrew is far more analytic than Hebrew.
I remember a beloved primary-school teacher often lionizing the 'right' pronunciation of the speech ignore the fact that Israeli Hebrew has its own internal logic.
One could see in these rebukes the common nostalgia of a conservative older generation unhappy with 'reckless' changes to the language -cf., for example, Aitchison (2001) and Hill The language spoken in Israel today is a beautiful hybrid language, marvellously demonstrating multiple causation throughout its genetics and typology. Whatever we choose to call it -Israeli, Hebrew, Israeli Hebrew, Spoken Israeli Hebrew, Modern Hebrew, Contemporary Hebrew, Jewish etc. -we should acknowledge, and celebrate, its complexity.
